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Abstract
In organizations, mandated adoption contexts are the rule rather than the exception. Individuals, who are denied the choice
between adopting and rejecting an innovation, are more likely to engage in opposition behavior, particularly if the innovation
conflicts with their held beliefs. Interestingly, neither the construct of forced adoption nor its consequences have received much
research attention. To address this gap, we conduct a systematic literature review and provide theoretical rationales for the
emergence of innovation resistance and opposition behaviors in organizations. We then develop an innovation decision model
of individual adoption behavior that localizes negative outcomes of the secondary adoption process along the different process
stages, providing insights into their emergence and potential consequences for the organization. Furthermore, we identify
important avenues for future research and show how our innovation decision model can be used to advance theory development
on forced adoption.
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Literature review
Introduction
The prior literature indicates that employee resistance and
subsequent opposition is one of the biggest challenges in
large-scale implementations of organizational innovations
(Haddaraa and Moen, 2017; Lin et al. 2018). For instance,
information systems literature reports failure rates of enter-
prise resource planning system implementations of approxi-
mately 50% (Mahmud et al. 2017), with employees’ innova-
tion resistance reported as the most overwhelming reason for
implementation failure (Lin et al. 2018; Kimberling 2014).
Such implementation failures can ruin an entire business
operation and even endanger a whole company (Mahmud
et al. 2017), as showcased by Fox Meyer, a 5-billion-dollar
company, in 1996 (Haddara and Hetlevik 2016). However,
even after implementation, innovations can still be
underutilized or completely fail due to employees’ opposition
behavior (Raisian and Yahaya 2014). An example of such a
postimplementation failure was reported by Bhattacherjee
et al. (2013). Doctors at the Cedars-Sinai Medical Center in
Los Angeles rebelled against a newly installed computerized
physician order entry system and forced the complete with-
drawal of the system after it had already been implemented in
two-thirds of the 870-bed hospital.
These practical examples illustrate the nature and conse-
quences of forced adoption. If in a mandated adoption context
an organizational implementation decision violates the beliefs
of individual employees, they may engage in various forms of
opposition behavior, such as delaying the implementation
misusing or sabotaging the innovation, or going on strike
(e.g., Ajzen and Madden 1986; Scholl 1999). However, from
an organizational perspective, mandated adoption contexts
will be inevitable to implement innovations that are critical
for the organization’s success. Furthermore, since an organi-
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change that embodies a new idea that is not consistent with the
current concept of the organization’s business” (Mezias and
Glynn 1993p. 78), mandated use of innovations in times of
rapid technology changes represents the rule rather than the
exception (Jahanmir and Cavadas 2018). Hence, companies
need to understand how forced adoption triggers innovation
resistance and opposition behavior to effectively set up their
internal marketing to reduce the probability of failure within
implementation processes (Ram and Jung 1991; Varey 1995).
Over the past decades, several scholars have highlighted
the importance of employee resistance and opposition behav-
ior in mandatory adoption contexts and called for investiga-
tions into the concept of forced adoption (e.g., Ram and Jung
1991; Al-Sayed and Dugdale 2016). However, to date, theo-
retical and empirical insights are still scarce (Irawan et al.
2018; Samhan 2018), making forced adoption a less devel-
oped concept in organizational adoption research. At least
three factors have hampered progress.
First, research widely assumes that the members of organi-
zations have a choice between adopting and rejecting an in-
novation (e.g., Lapointe and Rivard 2005; Laumer and
Eckhardt 2012). Only a handful of studies explicitly deal with
the phenomenon of forced adoption (Cho and Chang 2008;
Ram and Jung 1991). As a consequence, insights into the
psychological processes triggered by forced adoption are
scarce (Liu 2012). Moreover, to the best knowledge of the
authors, there is no widely accepted theoretical anchor to draw
from when explaining the consequences of forced adoption in
organizations.
Second, those studies that deal with negative consequences
of organizational adoption processes (e.g., Lapointe and
Rivard 2005; Laumer and Eckhardt 2012) vary considerably
with regard to the constructs considered and their conceptual-
ization. As a consequence, a systematic overview of different
types of employee reactions is missing, and concepts of em-
ployee resistance and opposition remain ambiguous in terms
of their definitions, antecedents and consequences, just like
the concept of forced adoption itself (Piderit 2000).
Third, most studies on individual adoption behavior in orga-
nizations do not follow a process approach (Frambach and
Schillewaert 2002; Olshavsky and Spreng 1996). More specifi-
cally, they either separately focus on forced adoption as a con-
textual factor (mandatory versus voluntary contexts; Venkatesh
and Davis 2000), the emergence of employee resistance to
change or innovation (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009), the resulting
opposition behavior of employees (Lapointe andRivard 2005) or
the potential consequences of implementation failure on success
(Al-Sayed and Dugdale 2016). However, to fully understand
why and at which point in time forced adoption triggers negative
consequences, and how these are intertwined, an integrative per-
spective is indispensable (Gallivan 2001).
To close the aforementioned research gaps, we develop an
integrative innovation decision model that provides rationales
for how forced adoption affects individuals in organizations
and triggers corresponding reactions. First, a systematic liter-
ature review on the concept of forced adoption of innovation
is performed. Based on that review, prior findings are synthe-
sized to derive conceptualizations of forced adoption and cor-
responding negative outcomes. We then draw on psychologi-
cal reactance theory, decisional control theory and cognitive
dissonance theory to explain how forced adoption affects em-
ployees in organizations, leading to innovation resistance and
opposition behavior. Finally, we introduce an innovation de-
cision model, which illustrates how innovation decisions pro-
ceed for individuals in organizations, why and at which stage
different types of innovation resistance emerge, and how they
encourage different forms of innovation opposition. We con-
clude with a comprehensive set of future research directions.
Current state of research on the forced
adoption of innovations
Methodological procedure used for the systematic
literature review
To systemize the current knowledge on forced adoption, a
systematic review of the literature was conducted, following
procedures suggested by Bartels and Reinders (2011). First, a
database search was performed, using access to three different
databases: ScienceDirect, Emerald Management Xtra and
EBSCO. All articles available throughMay 2019were includ-
ed. The systematic review followed a multistage approach to
narrow down the most relevant literature on forced adoption.
The first stage encompassed an automated abstract search in
the relevant databases with “forced adoption” as focal search
term. As some studies refer to forced adoption using the labels
of “mandatory adoption” (Hwang et al. 2017; Venkatesh and
Davis 2000), “authority adoption” or “authority decision”
(Gallivan 2001; Zaltman and Wallendorf 1983), and “contin-
gent adoption” or “contingent decision” (Frambach and
Schillewaert 2002), we also included these search terms to
broaden our results. We additionally included a context-
specific search term, namely, “innovation” using the “AND”
condition. Furthermore, we also included “change” as an ad-
ditional context-specific search term using the “OR” condition
to cover the broad research stream on organizational resistance
to change induced by innovations (Choi 2011; Pardo del Val
andMartínez Fuentes 2003). Based on this automated abstract
search, the full papers were checked for content relevance in
the second stage. After checking for overlaps of the search
results using the databases in the third stage, 14 articles were
included in the relevant set. We then performed a cross-
reference search of the articles found by using the first three
stages, leading to an additional 22 articles that were deemed
relevant, leading to 36 articles in total. Appendix, Table 2
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provides an overview of the characteristics of the 36 articles
included in the final sample (Table 1).
Primary versus secondary adoption of innovations
An initial assessment of the 36 articles and their cross-
references showed that a substantive amount of research wide-
ly neglects individual innovation adoption decisions but rather
focuses on the firm-level decision to adopt or reject change in
general (Barr et al. 1992; Jones et al. 2005) or innovations in
particular (Al-Sayed and Dugdale 2016). However, some
studies focus on the employee level and shed light on the
evolution of resistance to change in general (Herold et al.
2007; Oreg 2003) and resistance to innovations in particular
(Kim and Kankanhalli 2009; Lapointe and Rivard 2005).
Nevertheless, these studies often decouple the employee-
level adoption process from the firm-level and thus do not
account for the mandated adoption context and its conse-
quences for individual behavior (Gallivan 2001). Other stud-
ies differentiate between a primary adoption process and sec-
ondary adoption process (Leonard-Barton and Deschamps
1988; Kishore and McLean 2007).
The primary adoption process captures the consensus-
based initial adoption at the organization level, which is often
solely decided by the management. The secondary adoption
process, in contrast, captures individual adoption at the em-
ployee level in a mandated adoption context (Perera et al.
2003). However, except for a few rare exceptions, studies
shedding light on the secondary adoption process are still
lacking (Gallivan 2001; Irawan et al. 2018). Accordingly,
the secondary adoption process is often referred to as the
“black box” (Gallivan 2001), making the concept of forced
adoption a less developed construct in organizational adoption
theory. As a consequence, several studies have called for more
research into the nature and consequences of forced adoption
in organizations (Brown et al. 2002; Xue et al. 2011).
Forced and symbolic adoption of innovations
The systematic literature review further indicates that only 10
of the 36 articles exclusively focus on the forced adoption of
innovations (e.g., Cho and Chang 2008; Ram and Jung 1991),
whi le the res t d i scuss fo rced adopt ion on ly in
passing (e.g., Leonard-Barton 1987; Marakas and Hornig
1996; Rawstorne et al. 2000). However, it should be noted
that the concept of mandatory adoption (the same accounts
for authority/contingent adoption, leading to its synonymous
use in this manuscript) differs from that of forced adoption.
Mandatory adoption usually refers to the common situa-
tion in organizations that a decision unit has decided to adopt
and implement an innovation, irrespective of whether individ-
ual employees are willing to use it (Brown et al. 2002;
Venkatesh and Davis 2000). Forced adoption, on the other
hand, considers the individual perspective in the context of
mandatory adoption, and refers to a situation, where an indi-
vidual employee is unwilling to adopt an innovation but has to
do it anyway because he or she are required to do so (Cho and
Chang 2008; Kumar et al. 2018).
The small yet existent deviation between these definitions is
important for the following reasons. In a mandatory adoption
context, employees’ freedom of choice is principally restricted
(Deci and Ryan 2000). If the innovation conforms with the
employees’ attitudes and beliefs, such restrictions should not
be detrimental, as the employee would adopt the innovation
voluntarily. In contrast, if the employee is not willing to adopt
the innovation, the mandated adoption would be perceived as
being forced by the organization. As a consequence, and in line
with self-determination theory (Deci and Ryan 2000), this will
prompt negative reactions as the mandated behavior conflicts
with the employees’ attitudes, leading to inner tensions. Hence,
we propose to differentiate between the context (i.e., mandatory
adoption) and the outcome for the employee, which can be
either congruent (i.e., symbolic adoption) or incongruent (i.e.,
forced adoption) with the organizational mandate.
Table 1 Methodological








(“forced adoption” OR “mandatory adoption” OR
“authority adoption” OR “authority decision” OR
“contingent adoption” OR “contingent decision”)
AND (innovation OR change)
30 11 86 automated abstract
search
relevant set literature review (single) 5 2 9 manual full paper
check
relevant set literature review (combined) 14 manual check for
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additional analysis + 22 manual search by
cross reference
check
extended relevant set ∑ 36
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While symbolic adoption means that employees voluntarily
adopt the innovation, the term “symbolic” underlines that the
outcome in mandatory adoption contexts is in any case
predetermined (modified definition based on Karahanna and
Agarwal 2006; Klonglan and Coward 1970). Forced adoption
means that employees are coerced to adopt an innovation even
though they personally would rather resist than accept it.
Following these definitions, the presence of employee re-
sistance to innovations represents the key reason for turning
the mandated usage of innovations into forced adoption, po-
tentially leading to negative consequences for the implemen-
tation process. While we have clarified the conceptualizations
of mandatory and forced adoption, a clear and distinct defini-
tion for employee resistance to innovation in organizational
contexts is still missing.
Passive and active innovation resistance
With respect to employee resistance to innovation, conceptu-
alizations foundwithin the literature review vary considerably.
Some scholars conceptualize innovation resistance as a result
of employees’ inclinations to resist change in general (Costa
et al. 2013; Xue et al. 2011), to insist on keeping their status
quo (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009; Kim and Chung 2017), or
both in combination (Lin et al. 2018; Samhan 2018). Hence,
this line of research understands resistance to innovation as a
generic predisposition that is rooted in employee characteris-
tics. Another line of research understands employee resistance
to innovation as negative attitude formation that is rooted in
the evaluation of the innovation’s characteristics (Liu 2012;
Brown et al. 2002). Finally, some researchers combine these
conceptualizations and describe different types of employee
resistance to innovations (Ram and Jung 1991; Cho and
Chang 2008). In line with the latter research stream and
established conceptualizations of innovation resistance in con-
sumer contexts (Claudy et al. 2015; Talke and Heidenreich
2014), we propose to distinguish passive innovation resistance
from active innovation resistance.
Passive innovation resistance represents a generic pre-
disposition to resist innovations that is derived from the
degree of change entailed in the adoption of the innova-
tion (Heidenreich et al. 2016; Heidenreich and Spieth
2013). It evolves from individuals’ inclination to resist
change (Oreg 2003) and their satisfaction with the status
quo (Heidenreich and Handrich 2015) in the moment of
awareness, which separately or in combination induces a
generic disposition to resist innovations (Heidenreich and
Kraemer 2016; Labrecque et al. 2016).
Active innovation resistance represents an attitudinal re-
sponse that evolves from innovation-specific factors dur-
ing the evaluation of the innovation (Labrecque et al.
2016; Talke and Heidenreich 2014). More specifically,
individuals compare their perception of innovation attri-
butes with their expectations. If deviations exceed an
adopter-specific threshold, then functional and psycho-
logical barriers arise, leading to negative attitude forma-
tion (Talke and Heidenreich 2014).
While the types of innovation resistance that individuals
may encounter in voluntary adoption scenarios do not differ
from those in a mandated adoption context, the consequences
of innovation resistance likely differ significantly between
these scenarios (Ram and Jung 1991). However, because prior
research has not explicitly accounted for mandated contexts
when examining employee resistance to innovations, it still
lacks common typologies for consequences of passive and
active innovation resistance under mandated usage.
Passive and active innovation opposition
In voluntary adoption scenarios, individuals can regularly ex-
ert full control over their adoption decisions (Ram and Jung
1991; Reinders et al. 2008). When individuals do not feel like
dealing with an innovation or are not convinced of its superi-
ority, they have the freedom to postpone or terminate the de-
cision process at any stage (for a detailed description, see
Talke and Heidenreich 2014). Thus, if passive or active inno-
vation resistance is high, individuals are able to reject an in-
novation andmay never be confrontedwith it again (Talke and
Heidenreich 2014). This can also happen to products or ser-
vices that were previously adopted but that didn’t turn out to
be useful, are no longer wanted or needed (Lehmann and
Parker 2017).
In mandated adoption contexts, however, individuals with
high levels of passive and active innovation resistance have no
other choice but to adopt and use the innovation (Cho and
Chang 2008). In particular, if an innovation is considered crit-
ical for the success of an organization, division, department, or
team, the decision to implement that innovation will be made
by the management. In these cases, the organization member
is expected to adopt the innovation and work with it, even if he
or she would have rejected the innovation in the first place.
Hence, despite the intention to reject an innovation, forced
adoption becomes the predefined outcome of the secondary
adoption process. As a consequence, the organization mem-
bers can be expected to engage in different forms of adverse
behavior to deal with the current situation.
These forms of adverse behavioral responses by organiza-
tion members are labeled opposition to innovation (Hirschheim
and Newman 1988; Markus 1983). As indicated by our litera-
ture review, prior research does not introduce a common typol-
ogy of opposition behavior, but points to a variety of different
behaviors employees could engage in, ranging from slow per-
formance and absenteeism (Bhattacherjee et al. 2013) to sabo-
tage and strikes (Lapointe and Rivard 2005). To provide a
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systematic overview of opposition behavior that may emerge in
response to forced adoption, we propose to adapt the
established framework of defense mechanisms introduced by
Bovey and Hede (2001) and differentiate between active inno-
vation opposition and passive innovation opposition.
Passive innovation opposition encompasses unconscious
defense mechanisms that arise involuntarily when indi-
viduals feel threatened by an innovation they are expect-
ed to adopt (Andrews et al. 1993). As a result of passive
opposition, energy is directed elsewhere, away from
work-related tasks (Oldham and Kleiner 1990). Passive
opposition may already arise in the early stages of the
secondary adoption process and may manifest in dissat-
isfaction, lack of motivation or low organizational com-
mitment. If employees are unable to resolve their percep-
tion of being threatened by an innovation, these rather
mild forms of opposition may grow more destructive
over time. In the most extreme cases, passive innovation
opposition may lead to a complete loss of organizational
commitment and mental dismissal (Faragher et al. 2005;
Tatsuse and Sekine 2013). Several scholars consider pas-
sive innovation opposition to be the main cause of inef-
ficiency, in terms of both people and organizations (De
Board 2014).
Active innovation opposition includes different forms of
behaviors individuals deliberately chose to turn down an
unwanted innovation. Active opposition can manifest in
overt and covert forms (Bovey and Hede 2001). Forms of
covert innovation opposition encompass hidden behav-
iors designed to maintain previous working routines and
avoid the new ones (Bovey and Hede 2001). A sales
manager could, for example, focus his sales efforts on
known products while neglecting to promote a new prod-
uct to his customers. Apart from avoiding tasks associat-
ed with the use of an innovation, organization members
can also delay their execution (Lapointe and Rivard
2005). They may, for example, circumvent the use of an
innovation by making excuses (Xue et al. 2011), or
completely withdraw from work by calling in sick
(Bhattacherjee et al. 2013). More extreme forms of covert
opposition include changing the job within the firm or
terminating their employment altogether (Haddara and
Moen, 2017).
Overt innovation opposition encompasses all types of
openly expressed behaviors intended to obstruct, cancel
or reverse the implementation of an innovation (Bovey
and Hede 2001). Organization members may openly op-
pose an innovation by publicly expressing their concerns
(Mahmud et al. 2017; Ram and Jung 1991), by convinc-
ing other employees of their arguments, and by mobiliz-
ing like-minded colleagues to join their cause and rally
against the innovation (Lapointe and Rivard 2005). They
may also insult or mob colleagues who support the inno-
vation (Lapointe and Rivard 2005). Overt opposition can
also take even more destructive forms like sabotage
(Brown et al. 2002), infighting, threats, boss-napping,
strikes, or collective boycotts (Lapointe and Rivard
2005; Laumer and Eckhardt 2012).
While prior research underlines the relevance of opposition
behaviors resulting from forced adoption, theoretical ratio-
nales that might explain the transformational mechanisms
from passive or active resistance to opposition behavior are
scarce. However, several studies provide indications that per-
ceptions of lost control (Reinders et al. 2008), the emergence
of psychological reactance (Liu 2012; Saeed and Abdinnour
2013), the strive to resolve the unpleasant state of cognitive
dissonance (Karahanna and Agarwal 2006) might prove rele-
vant in this context.
Psychological reactance and decisional control theory
To develop a theoretically substantiated explanation of the
transformation of innovation resistance into opposition behav-
ior we integrate insights from decisional control theory, psy-
chological reactance theory, and cognitive dissonance theory.
According to decisional control theory (Mallen 1970), the
extent of choice on means and goals that a person has in a
situation is significantly reducedwhen individuals are no longer
able to make decisions for themselves (Hui and Toffoli 2002;
Botti et al. 2003). Forcing employees to use an innovation thus
reduces their freedom to organize their work environment for
themselves, most likely reducing their perceptions of decisional
control (Reinders et al. 2008). As a consequence, an unpleasant
state of dissonance occurs because the employee would decide
in favor of innovation rejection but is not allowed to do so.
A similar line of thought is brought forward by psycholog-
ical reactance theory (Brehm 1966). Forced adoption threatens
an employee’s autonomy, resulting in a motivational state that
focuses on avoiding that threat (i.e., using the mandated inno-
vation) and engaging in unthreatening behaviors (i.e., using
the option in place) (Clee and Wicklund 1980; Johnson et al.
2008). Hence, the option that is to be replaced becomes more
appealing, and the innovation that is mandated becomes less
appealing (Reinders et al. 2008; Saeed and Abdinnour 2013).
As a consequence, an unpleasant state of dissonance occurs
because the employee wants to hold onto the option in place
but is forced to adopt the innovation.
Social psychological research uses cognitive dissonance
theory (Aronson 1969; Festinger 1957) to describe such un-
pleasant states of dissonance that occur whenever an individ-
ual simultaneously holds two cognitions that are psychologi-
cally inconsistent. When the order to adopt an innovation
differs from an individual’s disposition (i.e., passive innova-
tion resistance) or attitude (i.e., active innovation resistance),
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dissonance will drive the individual to react. The literature has
discussed a wide range of adaptive strategies (Leonard et al.
1999). However, when individuals are constrained and feel
unable to control their own decisions, negative reactions are
very likely to occur (Ajzen and Madden 1986; Scholl 1996,
1999). According to Brehm (1966), individuals can engage in
either directly or indirectly observable behavior to reduce cog-
nitive dissonance.
In the context of forced adoption in organizations, employees
with high levels of innovation resistance will most likely engage
in passive and covert (active) opposition behavior (not directly
observable) or overt (active) opposition behavior (directly observ-
able) to reduce cognitive dissonance due to the forced adoption.
However, social psychological research suggests that employee
resistance might increase over time if pressure to use the innova-
tion continues (Abramson et al. 1978). Hence, when innovation
adoption is forced, initial innovation resistance likely increases
throughout the decision and implementation process, and thus,
the transformational mechanisms into opposition behavior might
also vary throughout the stages of the secondary adoption process
in organizations. To better understand the consequences of forced
adoption and the transformational mechanisms described above,
prior research has called for the development of an innovation
decision model for the secondary adoption process (Gallivan
2001). Yet, research on innovation decision models in the orga-
nizational context almost exclusively pertains to the primary
adoption process (e.g., Cooper and Zmud 1990). Furthermore,
the rare exceptions that strive to shed light on the secondary
adoption process (e.g., Gallivan 2001) focus on the antecedents
and consequences of employee adoption behavior rather than the
process itself. Building on the theoretical insights derived from
our literature review in this chapter, we strive to develop an inno-
vation decisionmodel of the secondary adoption process forman-
datory contexts in organizations to deliver the needed approach.
More specifically, for each construct identified as relevant inman-
datory adoption contexts, we use the unambiguous definitions
and corresponding theoretical rationales for their occurrence de-
rived fromour literature review, to set up an integrative innovation
decision model. Within the innovation decision model, we then
localize all outcomes identified in the literature review along the
different stages of the secondary adoption process and illustrate
how innovation decisions proceed for individuals in organiza-
tions, why and at which stage negative outcomes emerge, and
how they encourage different forms of innovation opposition.
Proposing an innovation decision model
for the secondary adoption process
in mandatory contexts
An innovation decisionmodel of the secondary adoption process
in organizations will provide a structure of the negative conse-
quences of forced adoption and illustrate their escalation over
time. Consumer behavior research has a long tradition of
discussing innovation decision models for individual adoption
behavior (Labay and Kinnear 1981; Nabih et al. 1997; Rogers
2003). Existing models differ in terminology and phasing (e.g.,
Nabih et al. 1997; Talke and Heidenreich 2014). Still, their gen-
eral structure is commonly based on the innovation decision
model by Rogers (2003) and includes two central components;
the decision-making process itself and positive and negative out-
comes that are localized along the adoption process stages.
However, these models need to be modified to acknowledge
organizationmembers’ lack of freedomwhenmaking an adoption
decision. Instead of the five stages brought forward by Rogers
(2003), we propose to consider only three stages: (1) knowledge,
(2) persuasion and (3) implementation (please see fig. 1). The
mandated context makes the stages of decision and confirmation
redundant, since employees can neither decide whether to adopt
or reject the innovation in the first place (decision stage) nor can
they reverse previous adoption decisions (confirmation stage).
To illustrate how the mandated context affects the emer-
gence of negative consequences throughout the secondary
adoption process, we discuss each stage.While we touch upon
the positive outcomes of the three stages (passive acceptance,
active acceptance, symbolic adoption), we describe the nega-
tive outcomes (passive resistance, active resistance, forced
adoption) in greater detail and show how they might lead to
passive and active forms of opposition behavior throughout
the decision process. The theoretical rationales on negative
outcomes derived from our innovation decision model are
then summarized in solid propositions about the relationships
between these core constructs, and converted into a conceptu-
al process model of forced adoption (Burgelman 1983;; Keats
and Bracker 1988).
Fig. 1 Innovation decision model for mandatory contexts
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Knowledge stage
The knowledge stage describes the initial confrontation of an
organization member with an innovation (Zaltman and
Wallendorf 1983). This confrontation might be due to a ran-
dom perception at work. However, in an organizational con-
text, an individual’s perception of an innovation will often be
directed by internal marketing (Varey 1995), for example, by
an announcement that there soon will be a new accounting
software, a new manufacturing robot or new guidelines for
dealing with customers (Ram and Jung 1991). As a result of
this stage, organization members might experience passive
acceptance, which describes the initial subconscious willing-
ness to deal with the innovation more closely (Nabih et al.
1997; Talke and Heidenreich 2014). In this case, the decision
process will continue to the next stage of “persuasion”.
Consequently, it is presumed that passive acceptance leads
to a first trial and ultimately, if the trial is successful, to sym-
bolic adoption of the innovation.
The other outcome of this stage is passive resistance, which
describes a subconscious and unsubstantiated aversion to an
innovation-related change (Nabih et al. 1997; Talke and
Heidenreich 2014). Organization members with high levels of
passive resistance are generally unwilling to thoroughly evaluate
an innovation, its properties and potential advantages (Nabih
et al. 1997). Whether and to what degree passive innovation
resistance arises mainly depends on adopter-specific factors
(Heidenreich and Kraemer 2015; Talke and Heidenreich 2014).
In adoption research, several sociodemographic characteristics
have been studied (Im et al. 2003; Tornatzky and Klein 1982).
However, meta-analyses show that sociodemographic factors,
such as age, gender and education, do not explain much of the
course of decision processes, whereas select psychographic fac-
tors do (Arts et al. 2011). More specifically, both consumer be-
havior research (e.g., Heidenreich and Handrich 2015) and orga-
nizational research (e.g., Kim and Kankanhalli 2009) show that
passive innovation resistance is primarily determined by an indi-
vidual’s inclination to resist change in general and his or her
satisfaction with the current status quo. If, for example, an em-
ployee is principally IT-averse and satisfied with the data pro-
cessing software in use, a new software will most likely be per-
ceived as a disturbance of proven and tested workflows, regard-
less of the potential benefits (Gersick and Hackman 1990).
If the level of passive innovation resistance stays below an
individual-specific tolerance threshold, the organization mem-
ber most likely engages in further information processing to
reach a specific judgment (Laumer and Eckhardt 2012; Talke
and Heidenreich 2014). In this case, the decision process is
continued. However, once passive resistance exceeds that
threshold, the organization member will develop a subcon-
scious negative attitude toward the innovation to maintain
the status quo (Bagozzi and Lee 1999; Talke and
Heidenreich 2014).
While consumers would most likely terminate the decision
process at this point (Talke and Heidenreich 2014), organiza-
tionmembers will be expected to adopt the innovation. Hence,
the individual employee is forced to deal with the innovation
in more detail, whether he or she likes it or not. At best, the
decision-making process is resumed with an openmind. In the
more likely and worse case, however, the organization mem-
ber persists on his or her level of passive resistance and re-
mains reluctant to occupy him- or herself with the proposed
innovation. Due to the mandatory context, organizational ex-
pectations and employee preferences become incongruent in
this early stage of the process. As a consequence of being
denied decisional autonomy, employees likely encounter a
loss of decisional control while simultaneously a certain psy-
chological reactance against the innovation develops, both
leading to cognitive dissonance. With rising degrees of cogni-
tive dissonance in the early stage of the adoption process, first
instances of opposition behavior may emerge, most likely
passive forms. Forms of passive opposition may include
directing less mental energy toward innovation-related tasks
(Bovey and Hede 2001), as well as a decrease in motivation,
satisfaction with the job, and organizational commitment. The
above made considerations lead to the following propositions:
P1: Passive innovation resistance in mandatory adoption
contexts increases cognitive dissonance
P2: Psychological reactance mediates the effect of passive
innovation resistance on cognitive dissonance
P2a: Passive innovation resistance is positively related to
psychological reactance
P2b: Psychological reactance is positively related to cogni-
tive dissonance
P3: Loss of decisional control mediates the effect of passive
innovation resistance on cognitive dissonance
P3a: Passive innovation resistance is positively related to
loss of decisional control
P3b: Loss of decisional control is positively related to cog-
nitive dissonance
P4: Cognitive dissonance that emerges at the knowledge
phase leads to first instances of opposition behavior,
most likely passive opposition behavior
Persuasion stage
At the persuasion stage, organization members develop spe-
cific attitudes toward the innovation (Nabih et al. 1997). In
addition to initial engagement with the innovation, employees
continuously process information, which was either actively
searched for or provided by other organization members (Pohl
1996) or internal marketing (Piercy and Morgan 1991). The
interplay of adopter-specific and situation-specific factors de-
termines individuals’ expectations of a subjectively optimal
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innovation. Based on a decisive new product evaluation, the
employees then assess the potential fit between their own ex-
pectations and the perceived innovation characteristics. In the
case of a fit or positive deviations, the product evaluation will
lead to positive attitude formation and thus active innovation
acceptance. In this case, symbolic adoption would be rein-
forced, and the decision process will continue to the next stage
“implementation”. If the new product evaluation leads to neg-
ative deviations between an organization member’s own ex-
pectations and the perceived innovation characteristics, bar-
riers to innovation will arise (Talke and Heidenreich 2014).
Functional barriers evolve as soon as organization members
perceive a product attribute as inadequate or dysfunctional for
their personal needs and usage expectations (Talke and
Heidenreich 2014). This might be the case if an innovation is
perceived as overly complex or as lacking superior performance
over existing alternatives (Laukkanen 2016; Laukkanen et al.
2008). Psychological barriers evolve as soon as the innovation
conflicts with an organization member’s social values, norms, or
individual usage patterns or if its application is considered to be
too risky (Ram and Sheth 1989; Talke and Heidenreich 2014).
Based on the level of innovation-specific barriers, organization
members develop negative attitudes toward the innovation; this
is commonly referred to as active innovation resistance. Unlike
passive innovation resistance, active resistance represents a de-
liberate form of resistance since it is based on a negative assess-
ment of an innovation (Nabih et al. 1997). In the presence of
active innovation resistance, organization members are likely to
develop a strong intention to reject the innovation. However, due
to the mandatory context, rejection is impossible, and thus,
forced adoption is the only possible outcome. As a consequence,
both the feeling of a certain loss of decisional control as well as
psychological reactance against the innovation are reinforced,
further increasing the level of cognitive dissonance.
As described above, passive opposition can occur in the
knowledge stage if organizational members experience high
levels of cognitive dissonance due to a forced adoption of an
innovation in spite of passive innovation resistance. Likewise,
in the persuasion stage, active innovation resistance reinforces
the unpleasant states of cognitive dissonance making adaptive
strategies, such as passive opposition behavior, even more
likely to emerge in order to reduce cognitive dissonance.
Furthermore, social psychological research implies that oppo-
sition behavior increases over time if pressure continues
(Abramson et al. 1978). Hence, when organizational pressure
for adoption continues throughout the decision process, pas-
sive opposition is either likely to take more severe forms (e.g.,
loss of organizational commitment or mental dismissal) or
transform into active opposition (Bovey and Hede 2001). In
the persuasion stage, where the innovation is not yet fully in
use, covert forms of active opposition behavior are most likely
to emerge as a result of cognitive dissonance. Employees en-
gage in different types of hidden behavior, which help them
maintain previous behaviors and to neglect the use of the
innovation (Bovey and Hede 2001), alleviating the unpleasant
feeling of cognitive dissonance. They may, for example, try to
avoid using the innovation by making excuses or completely
withdraw from work by reporting sick, changing jobs within
the firm, or terminating their employment. Collectively, the
aforementioned arguments lead to the following propositions:
P5: Active innovation resistance inmandatory adoption con-
texts increases cognitive dissonance
P6: Psychological reactance mediates the effect of active
innovation resistance on cognitive dissonance
P6a: Active innovation resistance is positively related to
psychological reactance
P6b: Psychological reactance is positively related to cogni-
tive dissonance
P7: Loss of decisional control mediates the effect of active
innovation resistance on cognitive dissonance
P7a: Active innovation resistance is positively related to loss
of decisional control
P7b: Loss of decisional control is positively related to cog-
nitive dissonance
P8: Cognitive dissonance that emerges or is increased at the
persuasion stage leads to more severe forms of passive
opposition behavior and may even transform into active
opposition behavior. At this stage, we expect different
forms of active, covert opposition as the most likely
outcome.
Implementation stage
At the implementation stage, the employees are confronted
with the innovation directly as it is fully rolled out and thus
ready to become the new standard for every employee. As a
result, the employee has no choice but to use the innovation
regularly. Since confrontation with the innovation is thus in-
evitable, some employees are forced to carry out work rou-
tines that are psychologically inconsistent with their unfavor-
able predisposition (passive innovation resistance) and nega-
tive attitudes (active innovation resistance), leading to the
most unpleasant state of cognitive dissonance. Organization
members, who developed strong resistance levels in the early
stages of the decision process and maintained them through-
out the entire process, are more likely to perceive forced adop-
tion as extremely stressful due to conflicts with their own
beliefs (Liu 2012; Ram and Jung 1991) and due to feelings
of helplessness and lost control over their own actions (Scholl
1996, 1999). Initially, these members’ innovation resistance
might have led to passive opposition in the form of dissatis-
faction, declining motivation and decreasing commitment
(Cho and Chang 2008). However, over time, the conse-
quences are likely to become more extreme. Depending on
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the individual’s personality and the degree of support in the
work environment, reactions may take on overt forms of ac-
tive opposition behavior. Such behaviors may encompass
publicly expressing concerns or mobilizing like-minded col-
leagues to cancel or reverse the implementation of an innova-
tion (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009) or even more destructive
forms, like infighting, threats, boss-napping, strikes, collective
boycotts or sabotage (Lapointe and Rivard 2005; Laumer and
Eckhardt 2012). In the most dramatic case, the enduring psy-
chological burden of being forced to use an innovation might
sicken the organizational member and even lead to burn-out or
early retirement from employment (Faragher et al. 2005;
Tatsuse and Sekine 2013). These considerations lead to the
last proposition, given below:
P9: Cognitive dissonance that is increased at the implemen-
tation stage leads to the most intense forms of passive
and active opposition behavior. At this stage, we
expect different forms of active, overt opposition as the
most likely outcomes.
In conclusion, negative reactions triggered by forced adoption
in the implementation stage, at a minimum, hamper progress in
large-scale implementations of organizational innovations, but in
severe cases, might also lead to a complete withdrawal and thus
implementation failure at the organizational level.
From amanagerial perspective, it thus seems of utmost impor-
tance to use internal marketing to help overcome employee resis-
tance to innovation in mandated usage scenarios (Varey 1995).
Previous research within this respect has shown that internal mar-
keting is an effective measure “to overcome organizational resis-
tance to change and to align, motivate and integrate employees
towards the effective implementation of corporate and functional
strategies” (Rafiq and Ahmed 1993 p. 222). However, using in-
ternal marketing to educate, motivate and align employees to-
wards institutional objectives during innovation implementation
(Winter 1985), requires better knowledge onwhen and howman-
dated usage transforms into forced adoption with opposition be-
havior as the detrimental consequence. The presented innovation
decision model of the secondary adoption process provides inter-
nalmarketerswith first insights intowhich circumstancesmandat-
ed usage transforms into forced adoption aswell aswhen and how
negative outcomes at employee level emerge as consequences.
The corresponding process model additionally provides internal
marketerswith a deeper understanding of the corresponding chain
of effects. Both models collectively should help companies in
selecting effective internal marketing measures to reduce the oc-
currence of forced adoption and thus in overcoming one of the
biggest challenges in the large-scale implementation of organiza-
tional innovations (Haddaraa and Moen, 2017; Lin et al. 2018).
From a theoretical perspective, the presented innovation deci-
sion model represents the first attempt to integrate scattered find-
ings on previously separated concepts of forced adoption,
employee resistance to innovation and opposition behavior by
drawing on theory related to psychological reactance, decisional
control and cognitive dissonance. Unlike the innovation decision
models used in consumer research (Rogers 2003; Talke and
Heidenreich 2014), this innovation decision model puts particu-
lar emphasis on the scenario of forced adoption to illustrate how
individuals react when they are not given the choice between
adoption and rejection. Hence, the innovation decision model
presented in this manuscript may serve as a conceptual frame-
work for future marketing and organizational research striving to
advance theory on forced adoption (please see fig. 2).
Advancing theory on forced adoption
Following Dubin’s (1978) model of theory building, advanc-
ing theory in organizational research requires the specification
of “(a) the constructs or variables of interest, (b) congruence,
that is, the set of laws of relationship among constructs or
variables, (c) the boundaries within which the laws of relation-
ship are expected to operate, and (d) the contingency hypoth-
eses within which the integrity of the system is maintained but
in a markedly different condition” (Barreto 2010 p. 264). Our
innovation decisionmodel represents a first step toward build-
ing common theoretical ground for forced adoption that spec-
ifies the constructs of interest, their relations and their bound-
ary and contingency conditions. However, empirical exami-
nations still need to be carried out to validate the theoretical
propositions made and to extend their assumptions by gener-
ating new insight into the secondary adoption process of em-
ployees in mandatory contexts. In the following, we thus elab-
orate on how forced adoption can be established as a clear and
independent research stream by examining the nomological
network in which it is situated (e.g., antecedents, outcomes,
and mediating and moderating variables; Foss and Saebi
Fig. 2 Conceptual process model of forced adoption
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2017). The corresponding potential future research avenues
are laid out in 4 areas: (1) construct, (2) congruence, (3) con-
tingency and (4) boundary conditions (please see fig. 3).
Addressing research gaps related to the core
constructs
To advance theory on forced adoption, future research should
be clear regarding the core constructs, namely, forced adop-
tion as well as innovation resistance and opposition behavior.
To disentangle the concepts of mandatory adoption and forced
adoption (Brown et al. 2002; Venkatesh and Davis 2000), we
propose two distinct definitions. We define forced adoption as
a potential outcome of the mandated usage of innovations in
organizations, where employees are forced to adopt innova-
tions even though they personally would rather resist than
accept them. Hence, we explicitly separate the mandated con-
text from forced adoption as potential result during the sec-
ondary adoption process.
In addition, the innovation decision model provides theoret-
ical rationales indicating under which circumstances forced
adoption emerges. According to our model, the prerequisite of
forced adoption is mandated usage ordered by management
and, at the same time, the emergence of passive and/or active
innovation resistance at the employee level. If no resistance is
present, symbolic adoption rather than forced adoption will be
the consequence of the mandated use. While the conceptuali-
zation of forced adoption thus seems clear, evidence is still
lacking in terms of determining variations in individual thresh-
old levels of passive and active innovation resistance, at which
employees perceive mandated adoption as forced rather than as
symbolic. In addition, it remains unclear how organizations
should manage the implementation of a mandatory innovation
using, for example, internal marketing campaigns (Rafiq and
Ahmed 1993). Clearly, the goal should be to alleviate feelings
of pressure along the implementation process, starting with the
initial announcement and continuing throughout the process. In
experimental settings, future research may test how communi-
cating different levels of constraint (Fidler and Johnson 1984),
such as disconnecting disobedience from punishment
(Xue et al. 2011), affect employee perceptions of forced
adoption.
With respect to innovation resistance, our literature review
shows that the corresponding definitions vary considerably
among prior studies. To work towards scientific consensus, we
propose to adapt the well-established concepts of passive and
active innovation resistance (Talke and Heidenreich 2014) from
the consumer context to the organizational context. In our inno-
vation decision model, we further disentangle these often min-
gled constructs and their consequences by referring to their allo-
cation along the stages of the secondary adoption process and by
providing underlying theoretical rationales for their emergence.
While it seems reasonable to expect that the psychological mech-
anisms that lead to innovation resistance should be identical for
consumers and employees, future research may test this propo-
sition in mandatory contexts using the constructs of passive in-
novation resistance (Heidenreich and Handrich 2015) and active
innovation resistance (Joachim et al. 2018).
Based on our literature review we have learned opposition
behavior as a response to forced adoption covers a broad spec-
trum, ranging from rather mild (Bhattacherjee et al. 2013) to
destructive forms (Lapointe and Rivard 2005). To provide a
common typology of innovation opposition, we adapt Bovey
and Hede’s (2001) framework of defense mechanisms to the
context of forced adoption and differentiate active from passive
forms. Future research might build on that typology, and by
Fig. 3 Potential research avenues for future research
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identifying further opposition behaviors, expand our typology
and the integrity of our innovation decision model.
Addressing research gaps related to congruence
While our innovation decision model of the secondary
adoption process provides first theoretical insights into
the decision-making process of organization members in
mandated adoption contexts, an empirical validation of
the process structure as well as of the assumed relation-
ships is still to be carried out. Future research may use the
model as a conceptual framework to address the following
gaps.
First, while we use the innovation decision model to de-
scribe the transformational mechanisms that lead from passive
and active innovation resistance to behavioral consequences,
empirical evidence for the allocation of outcomes to the
process stages is lacking. Hence, gaining a deeper
understanding of how employees process information to
evaluate an innovation in mandated contexts could provide
interesting insights. Similar to the study of Olshavsky and
Spreng (1996) on consumer decision-making processes, fu-
ture organizational studies might utilize qualitative ap-
proaches, such as analyzing cases in which employees are
confronted with several work-related innovations. Observing
the information-processing steps that employees use to evalu-
ate new work routines would empirically validate our sugges-
tion that the secondary adoption process consists of three
stages. Furthermore, future studies could evaluate whether
passive and active resistance primarily emerge in the knowl-
edge and persuasion stage as suggested. Likewise, future stud-
ies could determine in which stages different types of opposi-
tion behavior, namely, passive and active opposition as well as
their covert and overt forms, emerge and are most often ob-
served. These findings would add to the innovation decision
model and enhance its external validity.
Second, based on the findings of the systematic literature
review, we draw on theory related to psychological reactance
(Saeed and Abdinnour 2013), decisional control (Reinders
et al. 2008), and cognitive dissonance (Karahanna and
Agarwal 2006) to provide theoretical rationales to explain
how passive innovation resistance and active innovation resis-
tance trigger passive opposition behavior and active opposi-
tion behavior due to forced adoption. While our innovation
decision model thus provides the first theoretical insights into
the relationships among the core constructs in mandatory
adoption scenarios, namely, innovation resistance, forced
adoption and innovation opposition, empirical evidence of
the proposed relationships is still lacking. Hence, future re-
search might empirically examine the proposed conceptual
process model to validate our propositions. Furthermore, a
systematic, empirical examination that evaluates the relative
importance and possible interaction effects of different
adopter-, situation-, or innovation-specific factors on negative
outcomes throughout the different stages of the secondary
adoption process in mandatory settings is still lacking.
Examining the relative importance of these factors seems nec-
essary since each factor’s impact likely varies across the stages
of the adoption process (Talke and Heidenreich 2014). The
findings of Meyer and Goes (1988) show that innovation-
specific factors like perceived complexity play an important
role in the early stages of the adoption process, whereas rela-
tive advantage (value barrier) is more important in later stages
(Frambach and Schillewaert 2002; Labay and Kinnear 1981).
Consequently, future research might use longitudinal data to
determine the relative importance of the constructs and their
antecedents throughout the stages of our innovation decision
model.
Third, numerous studies have already dealt with vari-
ous forms of active and passive opposition behavior
(Laumer and Eckhardt 2012). However, these studies
mostly focus on specific types of opposition behavior at
one point in time. The chain of effects of forced adoption
that is laid out in our innovation decision model suggests
that opposition behavior can change over time. More spe-
cifically, this behavior can evolve from passive forms,
such as dissatisfaction, to active forms, such as mobbing,
and they might become more extreme over time. Past
research confirms that the permanent dissatisfaction of
organization members is a core reason for job termina-
tions (Chen et al. 2011; Griffeth et al. 2000) and that the
loss of key personnel can pose a substantial threat to the
financial situation of organizations (Subramony and
Holtom 2012). Hence, both human resource management
and internal marketing would benefit from a better under-
standing of the interdependencies between various forms
of opposition behavior and changes that occur over time.
Again, findings from future longitudinal studies would
help address this research gap and thereby help companies
develop de-escalating measures to prevent the increasing-
ly detrimental effects for the organization that occur dur-
ing secondary adoption processes.
Addressing research gaps related to contingency
Our innovation decision model of the secondary adoption
process depicts how innovation resistance in mandated con-
texts triggers cognitive dissonance via psychological reac-
tance and the loss of decisional control, which ultimately leads
to opposition behavior. The strength of the assumed effects,
however, is unclear and may depend on additional variables
(Hwang et al. 2016). Hence, future research might take on a
contingency perspective and evaluate how the assumed rela-
tionships are affected by different moderators. Since reducing
innovation failure due to forced adoption is often deemed as a
research priority (Cho and Chang 2008; Haddara and Moen
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2017), we focus on moderators that might buffer negative
consequences of mandated usage. Such moderators should
be effective in either reducing the negative effects of passive
and active innovation resistance on cognitive dissonance or
reducing the negative effects of cognitive dissonance on inno-
vation opposition. Consumer behavior research already pro-
vides evidence on the effectiveness of a wide range of instru-
ments for increasing the probability of adoption (e.g., Dahl
et al. 1999; El Houssi et al. 2005). Due to the peculiarities of
organizational contexts, however, these instruments may not
be readily adopted. For example, sales discounts or guarantees
are popular instruments used to reduce consumers’ initial in-
novation resistance. However, service promises like product
training, installation assistance, fast repair or replacement ser-
vices are likely to be more effective in organizational contexts,
since organizational members are most likely to fear an in-
creased workload. Hence, testing the effectiveness of pre-
implementation measures to counter the negative effects of
passive and active innovation resistance and postimplementation
countermeasures to reduce the negative effects of cognitive
dissonance would be promising avenues for future research
(e.g., Samhan 2018).
With respect to pre-implementation countermeasures, fu-
ture research might test the effectiveness of several internal
marketing measures in innovation announcements (Piercy and
Morgan 1991; Varey 1995). Previous research in consumer
contexts suggests that mental simulation (Zhao et al. 2011)
or analogies (El Houssi et al. 2005) may also help employees
understand the compatibility of the new working routine with
familiar practices (Heidenreich and Kraemer 2016). This
should help employees align the innovation with existing
work patterns, thus reducing the negative effects of passive
innovation resistance. Likewise, future research could test the
effectiveness of benefit comparison (Heidenreich and
Kraemer 2016) or inducing knowledge (Talke and Snelders
2013) in innovation announcements to highlight the benefits
of the innovation over the established options in the company.
This should enhance employee perceptions of the relative ad-
vantages of the innovation and thus attenuate active innova-
tion resistance. Finally, product demonstration seems to be an
effective countermeasure as well (Heiman and Muller 1996).
Ram and Jung (1991) find that individuals who were able to
test an innovation shortly after its announcement exhibited
significantly lower levels of active innovation resistance.
Besides pre-implementation countermeasures focusing on
the innovation itself, future research might also test measures
focusing on the employee such as open communication
(Klaus and Blanton 2010) and trainings (Hirschheim and
Newman 1988) reduce employee-internal barriers to change
and the resulting negative effects of passive innovation resis-
tance. In addition to offering testing facilities and trainings
early in the implementation process, measures such as the
integration of organization members in selecting, adapting
and implementing an innovation (Mumford 1979) might also
help reduce negative effects of a forced adoption.
With respect to postimplementation countermeasures, fu-
ture research might test the effectiveness of peer interaction
(Ram and Jung 1991), group therapy (Hussain and Hussain
1984) and job counseling (Holmes and Holmes 1970) as al-
ternative routes to reduce cognitive dissonance. Previous stud-
ies show that colleagues’ opinions have a salient social influ-
ence (Lewis et al. 2003), such that employees have the ten-
dency to conform to their colleagues’ opinions (Ajzen 2002;
Lewis et al. 2003) due to their need for social companionship
(Kim and Kankanhalli 2009). Hence, future research might
test the effectiveness of employing key users to spread posi-
tive word-of-mouth regarding the innovation (Massey et al.
2001) to decrease the negative effects of cognitive dissonance
after implementation. Likewise, companies might use leaders
in internal marketing to instill into followers a sense of one-
ness with the objectives of the innovation implementation
process (Wieseke et al. 2009). Future research may also inves-
tigate how offering different incentives to use an innovation
can reduce opposition behavior. For IS systems, Hirschheim
and Newman (1988) show that organizational guidance and
incentives throughout the implementation process can reduce
negative reactions to forced innovation adoption. Following
the findings of Kim and Kankanhalli (2009), future research
might also investigate organizational measures that can be
used to develop competences (Ram and Jung 1991), which
can ease individual adaptation to new working routines, thus
reducing the negative effects of cognitive dissonance. Several
studies empirically support the importance of providing train-
ings for organization members (Igbaria et al. 1996; Jasperson
et al. 2005). However, there is still a need for empirical inves-
tigations into the relative impact of such measures on
preventing opposition behavior due to a reduction of detri-
mental effects of cognitive dissonance.
Addressing research gaps related to boundary
conditions
Since most studies on innovation adoption in organizations
generally decouple the secondary adoption process from the
primary adoption process, the mandated context and other
boundary conditions remain neglected. In this respect, prior
research highlights that managerial interventions (Rumelt,
1995) and expectations evoked during the primary adoption
process by the decision makers (Davis et al. 1989) act as
important boundary conditions for the secondary adoption
process. Accordingly, Gallivan (2001) classifies managerial
interventions and subjective norms as two of three important
categories of boundary conditions for the secondary adoption
process and identifies organizational attributes as the third
category. While such boundary conditions unlikely change
the principal structure of our proposed secondary adoption
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process, they may influence the amount of initial resistance
generated and thus strongly determine whether a mandated
usage transforms into symbolic or forced adoption.
Several studies show that the implementation climate
(Klein and Sorra 1996; Schalk et al. 1998) and the organiza-
tional culture (Johansson et al. 2014; Oreg 2003) strongly
affect employee responses to innovations. More specifically,
employees in younger companies, especially start-up firms
with an entrepreneurial culture, may be familiar with contin-
uous change, have no issue with mandated adoption and even
embrace change. However, employees in established firms
with a conservative culture may be much harder to convince
to use an innovation, and thus, the effects of mandated usage
might become even more severe. This finding seems to be
related to firm age rather than to the age of the individual
employee. The findings of Kunze et al. (2013) at least show
that older employees were less resistant towards IT innova-
tions than their younger colleagues. Similarly, differences in
social and national culture were also shown to influence indi-
vidual working in companies and their responses to innova-
tions (Jassawalla and Sashittal 2002; Uğur 2017). The amount
of initial resistance generated and thus the probability that a
mandated usage transforms into forced adoption might prin-
cipally be much higher in countries like Greece with high
uncertainty avoidance (Tsatsou 2012) compared to countries
like Denmark with low uncertainty avoidance (Peters and Den
Dulk 2003). In addition to factors related to cultural attributes,
managerial interventions applied by the authority decision
unit can also have similar effects. For instance, the amount
of resources assigned to support the implementation of the
innovation might strongly determine whether resistance
emerges during secondary adoption (Rumelt 1995). In addi-
tion, the communication measures within internal marketing
applied by the authority decision unit might have similar ef-
fects since they strongly determine the employees’ expecta-
tions and perception of the innovation (Hutt et al. 1995). If
little information is provided, a mandated adoption might ap-
pear as a surprise, and changes likely are perceived more rad-
ical than they are. As confirmed by prior research, changes
that are perceived as radical evoke stronger negative reactions
with respect to innovation resistance than incremental innova-
tions (Heidenreich et al. 2016).
It thus can be concluded that the principal cause and
effect relationships in the secondary adoption processes
should be largely independent of the boundary conditions.
However, the magnitude of employee resistance might
vary for different boundary conditions. As a consequence,
boundary conditions might determine whether an employ-
ee develops cognitive dissonance and engages in opposi-
tion behavior as the result of perceived forced adoption.
Future studies may draw on published reviews of poten-
tial boundary conditions (Orlikowski 1993; Pardo del Val
and Martínez Fuentes 2003) and test whether the assumed
relationships in each process stage might vary in their
magnitude under different boundary conditions. Based
on the results, it may become easier to identify organiza-
tional settings in which it is more likely that severe prob-
lems will arise due to forced adoption.
Furthermore, future research might focus on interde-
pendencies between the primary and the secondary adop-
tion process. Anecdotal evidence implies that high levels
of employee resistance and extreme forms of opposition
behavior let organizations revise the original outcome of
the primary adoption process (Bhattacherjee et al. 2013).
Future research might thus take our innovation decision
model of the secondary adoption process and connect it
with established innovation decision models for the pri-
mary adoption process to shed light on the reciprocal ef-
fects of their intersection.
Conclusion
The organizational implementation of innovations in manda-
tory contexts and the resulting employee resistance and oppo-
sition caused by forced adoption have become prominent
topics in organizational research in recent years (Cho and
Chang 2008; Hwang et al. 2016; Kumar et al. 2018). While
employee adoption of innovations in organizations is un-
doubtedly related to consumer adoption of new products, both
research streams thus far lack explicit integration. Perhaps as a
consequence of this lack of anchoring in established concepts
of consumer adoption theory, our literature review reveals
considerable conceptual ambiguity and a lack of theoretical
foundations with respect to the core constructs of forced adop-
tion in organizations. Furthermore, our literature review un-
derlines the need for synthesizing and integrating the scattered
findings of disconnected research efforts in mandated usage
contexts to establish a common theoretical ground on which
future research on forced adoption may start. To help fill this
gap, we develop an innovation decision model of the second-
ary adoption process that illustrates how innovation adoption
proceeds for individuals in organizations, why and at which
stage negative outcomes emerge, and how these outcomes
promote different forms of innovation opposition. Based on
this model, we identify important avenues for future research
and show how the conceptual clarification and cumulative
empirical work of future studies might contribute to our cur-
rent knowledge and thereby advance the development of the-
ory on forced adoption in organizations. We hope that the
present article not only provides a comprehensive overview
of past research activities in this domain, but also lays out
viable research avenues that future scholars in the domain of
forced adoption find attractive.
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